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PER CURI AM

Mat t hew Tr oy Johnson appeal s hi s convicti on and 262- nont h
sentence for possession with intent to distribute fifty granms or
nor e of cocai ne base, inviolation of 21 U.S.C. 8§ 841(a)(1) (2000).
The only issue on appeal is whether the district court erred in
refusing to reopen t he suppressi on hearing or reconsider its deni al
of Johnson’s notion to suppress evidence. Qur reviewis for abuse

of discretion. United States v. D ckerson, 166 F.3d 667, 678 (4th

Cir. 1999), overruled on other grounds, 530 U S. 428 (2000).

After reviewing the entire record and the parties’ briefs
on appeal, we conclude that the district court did not abuse its
discretion in refusing to reopen the hearing or reconsider its
deni al of the suppression notion. The district court’s concl usions
were based on its credibility determ nations, which Johnson does
not chal |l enge. The argument Johnson presented in his notion to
reconsider was insufficient to establish that the district court
erred in refusing to reconsider its suppression ruling.

Accordi ngly, we affirmJohnson’ s convi cti on and sent ence.
W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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